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At my meeting with GalerJ Secretary Goftacftv in Reykjavik, 
Iceland, on October 1986 , we wer ^Mtfk to reach a series 

of understandings tha^wiTl serve as theroundation for future 
progress in a number of areas. With respect to nuclear arms 
control matters, the common ground that exists between positions 
of the two sides was substantially expanded in both the START and 
INF areas. A path toward progress was also uncovered in the area 
of nuclear testing. However, as we neared the end of the time 
allotted for our second day of discussions, the General Secretary 
placed great emphasis on the Soviet need for the United States to 
agree not to exercise itsdexisting right toyithdraw from the ABM 


Treaty for a period of id 
time, he asked me to 
aspects of our SDI 
treaty restriction^^ He 
at that meeting , _y en jon 
had already rea dwf^jMp l 
with respect to a^ftHenc 


e in excess of ljt 
t additional ryci 
that go wel^reyt 
ltimately ma) 

hose areaadsf und« 
willingiflKsjft m 2 
hened" AB^^®Hty, 


ears. At the same 
ctions on some 
d the existing 
ng further progress 
standing which we 
e such a commitment 
,(U) 


I did not intend to ] 
progress left unexplc 

Secretary that, for tSe 19 part, we woufl b^willing to consider 
any approach as long did not demar^^ftus that we 

compromise our fundaMwft® principles , <ftBBftcurity and that of 
our allies, or our hopes for a more stable future through a 
transition to an increased reliance on defenses that threaten no 
one. (U) 


Reykjavik witfftan ^potential path to 
Therefore, I lol<ftthe General 


willing to consider 
us that we 
curity and that of 


Further, I made it clear that I believed that we should make 
progress in each substantive arms control area based on the 
individual ■•rits of the understandings reached in that area. We 
should not- bold the pote^ial increased mutj^l benefits to 
security and stability^® ievable by such^ftgress hostage to 
either side's desires^^ ftther areas of ^PSftission . (U) 


With respect to tl^^5 
not to exercise < 
Treaty, I expIaHLiJ 
of withdrawal wou^^ 
meet Soviet concerns 
the Soviet Union as l 
withdraw from the ABI 
in the face of materi 


: ic Soviet 
ng right jdrwo 
; blanket^Lnmd 
1 acceptabiH^^ 
is regard shot 
diness to fori 
ty due to sup] 
each of the ti 


pr a US commitment 
kw from the ABM 
t to waive all rights 
kat any US attempt to 
3 t be interpreted by 
Lts existing right to 
lational interest or 
by a party. (U) 
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Therefore, as an attempt fto see if I coy 
to the General Secretary's concern mai 

criteria outlined above , 'I reviewed pne vai 
previous US proposal* to jsee if tb*^ c<^|: 
novel way so as to Met both US and 'Ik&I* 
of this effort, I 'ibflere<| the follow^3: 
laid out the conditions inder which I v«: 
meeting the basic tht^astlof the Soviet 9< 


ind a way to respond 
er that met the 
ous elements of the 
e reformulated in a 
oncerns. As a result 
ial proposal which 
epared to consider 
st. (U) 


Both sides woull agiee to confine IheJelves to research, 
development and : iaa% .nq . which is Jgg^tted by the ABM 
Treaty, for a period of 5 years, through 1991, during which 
time a 50% reduction of strategic nuclear arsenals would be 
achieved. This being done, both sides will continue the 
pace of reductions with respect to all remaining offensive 
ballistic missiles with the goal of the total elimination of 
all offensive ballistic missiles by the end of the second 
five-year period. As long as these reductions continue at 
the appropriate pace, the same restrictions will continue to 
apply. At the end Jtt the ten-year peiA>d, with all 
offensive ballist^jpBnissiles eliminaJaB, either side would 
be free to depl^^dftenses . (U) 1 


The General Secretary 
proposal. (U) Jr 

The USSR an^p 
to exercise the] 
Treaty, which ij 
period strictly 
in space of all] 
prohibited, excj 
laboratories. 1 


:y refconded to tl 


:ed States 
.sting right o 
mlimited dura 
jserve all its 
i components o 
‘search and te 


the following Soviet 


» for ten years not 
idrawal from the ABM 
and during that 
Lsions. The testing 
iile defense is 
conducted in 
irs of the ten-year 


laboratories, wrcnfft the first fi^^^Mirs of the ten-year 
period (and thus through 1991) , the strategic offensive arms 
of the two sides shall be reduced by 50 percent. During the 
following five years of that period, the remaining 50 
percent of the two sides strategic offensive arms shall be 
reduced. Thus by the end of 1996, the strategic offensive 
arms of the USSR and the United States will have been 
totally eliminated. (U) 


This Soviet proposal 
respects. It sought, 
research on advance^ 
existing ABM Tre aJ ^T 
subsequent five-^Pea^ 
strategic forc#Ao^fl 
include a positivS^l 
period, either side J 
reliance on advanced! 


rlearly unaccepj 
ive the US accp 
lses well bev«n£ 
redefined tJ^r cc 
5d to inv|^e 
3 and th^^uflt 
aent that , 
then begin til 
lses. (U) 


e in a number of 
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Having evaluated the fMrv ist offer, I 
appropriate bridge between the US and 
effort, I tried to jtfse asjmuch as pos 
proposal. The r«#ult^was*the followl* 
designed to correct ae k|y problemfch&sj 
proposal while makinggit jjlear that 
prepared to meet wh a dfwa siaperceived to 1 
concern by an appropriately limited US < 
its existing right tojwitSdraw from the 
for the purpose of deploying advanced d« 
offer which was the d^^er of record v 
without further agreementT (U) 


ttempted to find an 
[positions. In this 
; the Soviet 
id US offer which was 
;ed with the Soviet 
(ontext the US was 
i central Soviet 
jnent not to exercise 
'reaty through 1996 
is. It was this US 
ihe discussions ended 


The USSR and the United States undertake for ten years not 
to exercise their existing right of withdrawal from the ABM 
Treaty, which is of unlimited duration, and during that 
period strictly to observe all its provisions while 
continuing research, development and testing, which are 
permitted by the ABM Treaty. Within the first five years of 


the ten-year period 
offensive arms of b 
percent. During jpr 
the remaining ojyen 
shall be reducer, 
ballistic mijnnl&s < 
have been t^l ji e 
period, eithbr^jpfte 
unless the partift < 


of US and Soviet advaMHMefenses againBBHBllistic missiles 
until after the elimination of all US and Soviet offensive 
ballistic missiles, with this US commitment made in return for a 
corresponding Soviet commitment to join a parallel bilateral 
agreement to complete this elimination within a specific period 
of time. The ten-year period of the US proposal was associated 
with the period through 1996 because I will not permit the 
possibility of the US moving to a more stable deterrent, 
unilaterally if need be , ^o slip further in^ the future. This 
specific text-year periodflas chosen to bal^Be the Soviet desire 
to have th#> US commitmJn3not to deploy dnlses for as long as 
possible against th^^re dBsire to find ajflropriate means of 
eliminating the thrift cJrently posej^Ty oMensive ballistic 
missiles as quicker as pc*sible. (u!r A 


ind thus through 
two sides shall. 
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91) , the strategic 
reduced by 50 
s of that period, 
es of the two sides 
96, all offensive 
nited States will 
d of the ten year 
s if it so chose 


At the heart of 
expressed US 
lay any deployment 
listic missiles 


The elimination 
objective for the US, 
establishment of the 
objective of making c 
was examined as a pa: 
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proposals made by Geneta!' Secretary GorbSfchev in January, 1986 , 
which went beyond this to call for th^total, elimination of all 
nuclear weapons within the next 14 yi^tfrs. fc* short, it is an 
objective that w« havf studied and d£sctf£se4| both within the US 
government and with t»r allies, most'i^ra&nt^ in the 
deliberations that '1#| tol my July 25 6 , fetter to General 
Secretary Gorbachev, h (U}T Jf % 


In the preparations 


lat letter. 


litmlly focused on my 


desire to make a concf-et« proposal whicalwo®.d formalize my offer 


Advanced defen 


to share the bene fit f- ^a^fl dvanced defen |«yfa» th the Soviet Union, 
should our research into such defenses mee^the objectives that 
we have set. However, when considering this idea, the Secretary 
of Defense correctly pointed out that it made little sense to 
commit to share the benefits of advanced defenses with the Soviet 
Union if the Soviet Union insisted on continuing to retain large 
numbers of offensive ballistic missiles which would, in turn, 
attempt to defeat our defenses. After discussion and study by my 
principal advisors, it was agreed that the new US proposal should 
contain a specific call Jflr a plan for the elimination of all 
offensive ballistic mis«|es. Therefore July 25 letter to 
the General Seer etary^KiJ framed to inccy^romte this objective as 
a key element of th^yew flS proposal pspsen&d in that letter. 
After full consultation vAth our allii^^ on Ais and the other 


offensive ballistic misd 
the General Secretary^!? 
a key element of th%yew 
After full consultation 
elements of the pippposal 
I finalized and^HLnt^he 


July 25 letter to 
ite this objective as 
id in that letter. 
iis and the other 


o be contj 
etter. M 


.inmhis correspondence, 


Additionally, the objMctiSe of the elimAatAn of all offensive 
ballistic missiles is||corJi stent with wlMt v# have been trying to 
do for some time botlAin START and in III, ad also with the 
fundamental goal thatSl Aecifically seAfonthe SDI program. (U) 

With respect to ^fl^WTART negotiat^BRI^our position has 
long been that while each side may need nuclear forces for some 
time to deter conflict and underwrite its security, neither side 
needs fast-flying, non-recallable offensive ballistic missiles 
for this purpose. From the very first, in START, we have been 
trying to draw a clear distinction between fast-flying ballistic 
systems, which are uniquely suited for an attempted first-strike 
by an aggressor, and slow-flying systems which are better suited 
for deterrence through tJ£ prospect of retyfl.ation. As a result, 
we have been attempting® focus on reductflBis in ballistic 
missile warheads (whipr Mso are an are^ef Soviet advantage) as 
the heart of the isnf t<Abe resolved anM have addressed 
restrictions on s^P^flyMg systems l^gely ms means to meet 
Soviet concerns . JlnU)^ 1 + I 


is in ballistic 
Soviet advantage) as 
have addressed 
is means to meet 


In the INF nl^ 
We have kept the foc\ 
dual-capable, tactic* 
solution for the LRII 
similar reduction anc 


.atftns, we ha^Henm similar position, 
t os missiles , andsvoAed discussion of 
. amcraft. We prft>os& the zero-zero 
' mMsile problem. I We nave called for the 
elAination of shArteArange ballistic 
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missiles, missiles th#t «>se as direct a ^hgeat to our Allies and 
our forces deployed An siport of tho^fr 'alines , as Soviet ICBMs 
do to the United Slates, j (U) * 9 


With respect ^<Hhhe strategic initiative, my 

specific, stated gmill ha® always beeri^ta ma®e ballistic missiles 
obsolete. Here, agaijh, iir focus has b<§an promptly 
eliminating the threJf pAed by these f®st-«Lying missiles. (U) 

In Iceland, at the cAtiBl point of atfcmpmng to find a 
response to Soviet c^mm^s which wouldB^^Bompromise our 
principles, our securityr or our futureT^^arew upon previously 
completed work with respect to the objective of eliminating the 
threat posed by offensive ballistic missiles, and I incorporated 
this objective into ray response to the Soviet call for a ten-year 
period of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. By doing so, we 
undercut any Soviet objection to our having the right to deploy 
defenses as insurance, since we would have committed to delay 
until all offensive ballistic missiles of the two superpowers 
should have been eliminated. By calling fo® the elimination of 
offensive ballistic mi^Bes of all range^we also, in one step, 
addressed the problem^^ Bliminating both#£ft last 100 Soviet 
SS-20 warheads in Aj^h (^concern of ou#As®n allies) and the 
remaining shorter-^^mge MF missiles J^Bt smll would threaten 
our European all ips (a pBticular cgflcern oflour German allies). 
(C) C J 


ie also, in one step, 
► last 100 Soviet 
in allies) and the 
(.11 would threaten 
our German allies). 


An Alternative Future Mould the Sovil 
of f ered in Reykjavik Bwe Bould face a s^ 
future than that we Bti<!pate today. j 
period specified in fle <*fer, neither \ 
Soviet Union would p<*seB any offensive 
When adequate advanc^WIWenses are depi 


cept the proposal I 
tially different 
end of the ten-year 
ited States nor the 
istic missiles, 
they should provide 


period specified in fle cfffer, neither lie Aited States nor the 
Soviet Union would p<*seB any of fensiv^UjaMistic missiles. 

When adequate advancaBBBienses are depJBPBt they should provide 
insurance against the return or covert retention of such missiles 
and guard against third country ballistic missiles. Strategic 
nuclear retaliatory forces, although smaller than today and of a 
different composition, would remain and would retain their 
essential role in ensuring US and allied security. (U) 

With respect to strategic forces , by the end of 1996 the 


United States and Sovie^ 
percent of today's strap 
forces would consist Mlc 
Since the major po^^ons 
Soviet Union would pse co 
these forces to emia^ le' 
forces should a 

capability to detB^w-ta- 
while eliminating th! cr 
short time of flightEal 
elimination of balliftic 


Jmon could retaiiu 
jic nuclear offeoe| 
isively of bombers 
>f forces of U 
;red by agrapnents 
»ls (unlij^^ha si 
if ficient^Ei^Egi 
c on the Ui^pH St 
sis stability Brob 
Lstic missiles! A 
aissiles on boBi s 


no more than 50 
ire forces. These 
and cruise missiles. 
Lted States and 
that would reduce 
lation today) , these 
retaliatory 
tes or its allies 
»ms inherent in the 
the same time, 
les would drastically 
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reduce the Soviet fi r0i ifcrike potential 
Soviet fears of a UflKfirit strike are 


to the extent 
:ly felt, would 


alleviate such co*yi?erns.| (U) fl 

With respec^t<j^ur l:ommitmenc^aiyTol the remaining 
strategic nuclear jryftem* would also frrMridj the US nuclear 
umbrella over NATO wlachfias been one ol th* pillars of NATO's 
strategy for decades J N«: only would tK U« commitment to NATO's 
agreed strategy, as Abofied in MC 14/3* reftin, but the 
elimination of the b^liAic missile thfcatBto the United States 
and to NATO should the credibiJSjgij^f both NATO's 

ability to execute its strategy and the U^commitment to use 
nuclear weapons, if necessary, in accordance with that strategy 
in support of the alliance. (U) 

The United States presently contributes to all legs of the 
"NATO triad": conventional forces, non-strategic nuclear forces, 
and strategic forces. That contribution would continue. Nuclear 
artillery and nuclear weapons on dual capable aircraft would 


ur | 

:ommi tment 

emi 

would also pr 

ch 1 

las been one o 

Nd 

: only would t 
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.ed in MC 14/3 
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:ic missile th 

xmM 

|e the credibi. 


the remaining 
the US nuclear 
pillars of NATO's 
commitment to NATO's 
lin, but the 
:o the United States 
>f both NATO's 


continue to fill the twij 
Soviet conventional su nj a 
strategic forces. Thj w, 
(or accelerate) curj«t 1 
capability, it wiU^e ec 
future to keep s ope micl« 
non-strategic) P|Lpe£it 
maintain the deter^JrSe \ 
set forth in MC 14/3* (l 


Ideterrent roles o* helping offset 


ority and servi 
r hile it will bM 
>T0 initiativj^ 
ally essen^ff 
r forces Jmotiu 
he Unite*Bta£ 
iich is the^^v 


uBs a link to 
^*ential to continue 
to«.mprove conventional 
fo* the foreseeable 
stmtegic and 
s Ad its allies to 
t & the NATO strategy 


With respect to Mhe Strategic Defe«e mitiative (SDI) 
program, it is clear aha* in the alternMivP future that such an 
agreement would provil^^lhe requiremen^^tMt SDI would have to 
meet would be altere^^PPWtantially . Di^PPfcents of advanced 
defenses against ballistic missiles could be sized to provide the 
insurance that we need against both any existing or potential 
third country threats and against the covert retention of 
ballistic systems by the Soviet Union. Even if ballistic 
missiles were covertly retained, only certain elements of such 
systems could be covertly tested (e.g. boosters under the guise 
of space launch systems) . It would be extremely difficult 
covertly to test offensyA ballistic miss ie s as integrated 
combat systems in a suj*B:e-to-surface moddBin such an 


covertly to test offensi 
combat systems in a suja 
environment. Therefore, 
such systems would ^^ra 
to conduct developmental 
missile systems ^®e jpro' 
stay ahead of a^j^lAloi 
may also be greats^»du 
technological difficmty 
defensive system agaflist 
will be substantial!* di 
accepted and implemefted: 


p, ronfidence in i 
ra » over time.^ 
al :esting of jm* 
ro Lem of th^vefj 
lo .cally 
du id. In sh<^|^ 
ty >f fielding a 
st iny residual b 
di ferent. If th 
ed these factors 


/erall reliability of 
without the ability 
isive ballistic 
having to constantly 
Listic missile threat 
size, complexity, and 
irily meaningful 
:ic missile threat 
Proposal were 
5e reduced to the 
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point that, even based on the progress made in SDI to date, there 
would be little question that a scaled-down defense will be 
adequate and feasible under those future conditions. (U) 

f _ '■ - / .a - 

We can consider the possibility <^f"jnor* limited requirements 
for defense if ballistic iussiles are>a<^tua^ly eliminated. On 
the other hand, even if we Soviets wer| to Accept the'proposal 
that I made in Reykjavik J we will contimie tb need the leverage 


and protection produced 1 
develop a system capable' 
evolving offensive bai-ix* 


r the possibilj 
>f handling a j 
:ic threat. (1 


3 need the leverage 
E being able to 
"ore extensive and 


Deterrence in such a future . The basic concept of deterrence in 
such an alternative future need not be altered. (U) 

Deterrence can best be achieved if our defense posture makes 
Soviet assessments of war outcomes so uncertain as to remove any 
incentive for initiating attack. This would require that we 
possess a mix of military forces, including those nuclear and 
conventional forces pro vid ing defensive and^retaliatory 
capabilities, that the J®iets will view ^ijftiving us the ability 
to deny them their pold^Mal and militaruJoBectives . (U) 


In short, deterren mBr 
an aggressor's ua qerl 
objectives by fd®^e^ 
risk to things tha^l 
tools for maintaining 
opportunity that we \ 
change. (U) 

The potential impact 
deterrence. The elia 
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■Pfiwaon of of fensiaa* 


:hieved by maximizing 
re political 
>e will face grave 
| try. Certainly, the 
r The challenge and 
best to channel that 


The potential impact Mf^K iminatinq balH -Stm missiles on 
deterrence . The elii#Pii3?«3n of of fensi^BBHlTIstic missiles 
offers the possibility of enhancing deterrence because the slower 
pace associated with the employment of bomber and cruise missile 
forces makes their effective use by an aggressor in a first 
strike much more difficult. The effects of such an attempt are 
also much more uncertain. At the same time, it should be 
recognized that the certainty of the ability of the US to respond 
to a first strike with strategic forces which are not degraded by 


that attempted attack i^ 
only slow flying systeq^l 
factored into evaluai^Jn 
alternative forces J^de 
(U) M 


considerably high* 
These considers! 
of the militar^S 
;r and to resjwrcd 


when both sides have 
3ns should be 
Fficiency of 
3 a first strike. 


In today's worln^^o* 
ballistic missiles^? 
aggressor with relat: 
detection of a balli 
short that it freeze: 


future nB±J».lc 
Lquely suir^^Bs 1 
certain results, 
nissile attack«nc 
situation, reauci 


on today's trends, 
employed by an 
The time between the 
its arrival is so 
3 the options of the 
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party attacked so that they can be largely anticipated by an 
aggressor. Facing no defenses, there jphn b«j little doubt that, 
if ballistic missiles function reliably, th^ will arrive on 


target. Finally*' predicting the spafci 
can inflict on a target ic largely a ;.** 
effectiveness does *n dfc dUsjpend on the Sk 
of men in the loop, tt depends on the 
of the system which can life tested and 



l^els of damage they 
f physics. Their 
ourage or .training 
chl|3logical reliability 
d in peacetime. (U) 


nty in the mind of 
s of their unique 


If such systems were 'eliminated, the un$ 
an aggressor must inoiSKw because of 

characteristics. Provided that we take steps to ensure that 
other forms of attack are not permitted to rebuild that certainty 
over time, the result can be a significant net gain in terms of 
the quality of deterrence and, in turn, in our security and that 
of our allies. In considering the requirements for maintaining 
deterrence in such a future world, a high premium should be 
placed on identifying, determining the feasibility of, and taking 
such steps. (U) 


Measuring the Impact 
deter in an alternat 
elimination of 
the corresponding 
uncertainty in 
strike, should 
also properly ref! 
this same inherent 
We should also con 
that is made to our 
not rational or find 
by events that have 
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e even more f 
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ring our ability to 
into account the 
llistic missiles and 
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f our retaliatory 
ame time , we must 
contribution that 
ring an aggressor, 
ntal contribution 
n aggressor who is 
rational situation 
, but who is armed 
a reasonable defense 


hich we can 

We must also weigh the real and 
immediate benefits of removing an immense, existing threat to the 
United States that is literally only thirty minutes away. Nor 
can we forget that, unlike Soviet stated policy, US strategic and 
nuclear forces are intended to make an explicitly identified 
contribution to the deterrence of conventional attack on our 
Allies and our forces deployed in support o£ our Allies. (U) 


In accomplishing this 
should attempt to 
a net assessment ol 
analytic tools 
such an alterni 
methods adapted” 
alternative futur< 
heavily on the 
creativity, and jud< 
community. I believi 
aspect of our strengj 
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The Immediate Task AbyBd , 
the Soviet Union wil* hat 
which I made in RgpxjaviJ 
security plannizwa^andimij 
now in anticipatibujSt st 
if we were prematureM tc 
programs for either Je a 
missile forces or toMimj 
Soviet Union would cJtaj 
without a reciprocal Best 
of this sort would 
not only reduce the likel 


! At this tim^^Tt; 
fe the wisdom ac 
\ The main^ffirust 
.tary proigjllmmjfrq i 
:h an unce^^^B po: 
adjust our "WiMren 
sdernization ol ou: 

: the scope ofMjur 
ily attempt to*>oc 
|>nse on their art 


).s not clear whether 
fept the US proposal 
i>f our national 
jould not be altered 
Bibility. In fact, 
military plans and 
own ballistic 
3D I program, the 
it these actions 
Unilateral action 
[angerous. It would 


of this sort would b ®MMterproductivejJjJ^angerous . It would 
not only reduce the HTe^hood of our convincing the Soviet Union 
to join us in the approach to a future elimination of offensive 
ballistic missiles contained in my Reykjavik proposals, but it 
would also reduce our security and that of our allies. (U) 


However, I want to ensure that we are prepared to exploit, fully 
and safely, our proposal should the Soviet Union be willing to 
join us in its pursuit. In order to do so, the necessary 
foundation of detailed, aBreful planning rouaft be laid now. 
Therefore, I request tlyBoint Chiefs of ^j|Bf, under direction 
of the Secretary of PgmiMe and drawing other agencies as 

necessary, to provid^a Jan which wou^^pe Jit the US to safely 
transition to the ^^rcernalive future J^iave proposed . (C) 

The nature ^L . tJ plan. This^tanJhoJd catalogue the 
necessary natiunui^JIBur Jy requirem^^Hto Support the 
implementation of thJne Jtiated elimin JioJof offensive 
ballistic missiles bjl9 J as proposed M t» last US offer made 
at Reykjavik. It shcBld Bully take int JacJunt the discussion 
of deterrence that I ■avJprovided abovJ Jving done so, it 
should propose proqrJmaJc and non-pro JamJtic approaches — 
including changes in ^^^^mry strategy iMPWrctics, force 
structure and posture, and additional supportive arms 
control/reduction initiatives — which could be used to meet and 
fulfill those requirements. The identification of multiple and 
competing approaches to meeting requirements is encouraged. If 
alternative paths or methods exist, they should be presented. 
Finally, the resource implications of all alternatives should be 
estimated and provided with the alternatives. (C) 
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Assumptions . In 
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(b) each ALCPl <3$ a heavy bomb#jp 

(c) all tl^« gravity bombs ai 
bomb«T counts as one wi 

(d) SLQIs y£ll §ot be ii 



— The US and 
ballistic missiles b 
the term offensive ba|.l 
ballistic missiles o 
designed for use in 
missiles that employ 
included. Artillery^ 
rocket assisted ASW systems should also not 
Recommendations with respect to alternative 
limitations on the term "offensive ballistic 
encouraged. (S) 


Union wi 
. As a depar 
ic missiles s 
ranges and ca 
ace-to-sur fac 
listic trajec 
et assisted 



nts as one warhead; 
on a single heavy 
nd 

his number. (C) 

te all offensive 
oint for planning, 
be applied to 
any type of weapon 
. Air-to-sur face 
hould not be 
ery rounds , and 
be included, 
or additional 
missile" are 


While eliminating offensive ballistic missiles, the 
United States will not abandon the concept of strategic nuclear 
deterrence. (U) 


The strategi 
should be considere 
critically review^ 
development of t 
formulations wh" 
missile free worl 
provided as soon as 
considered appropria 
activity. However, 
population per se . 
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riorities of NSDD-13 
They should be 
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ernatives should be 
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this planning 
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It will contfHi^to be an obje#i*W^>f US policy to 
retain a nuclear reserve force, including a secure reserve 
component, of appropriate size and composition. (TS) 

The Strategic Defense Initiative will be given adequate 
resources to ensure the deployment of effective advanced 
strategic defenses can be made if and when required, and to hedge 


against Soviet cheating, 
compliant defense (e.g. 
initial limited ABM 
and/or an ATBM capabi^ 
useful prior to 199J 
which can go beyoi 
if it is in the 
deploy comparab! 


-- The NATO 
effect and be fully 
NATO efforts to rais 
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— For the purpose of this plan, the $otal resources 
available to the Department of Defense -willainot exceed current 
planning levels, with a tfete of growth thereafter not to exceed 
three percent in real teitns. Howavfrr , Jjfie Skorientation of 
priorities may be cOQ^Bidftfed within t*ta Is. Should the JCS 
consider additional" ^sotjrces essentilflg th^ty should so indicate 
as an excursion to tf§bir baseline plan.SJ (Sj 



— The military caitobilities asso<liat*3 with this plan will 
be acquired under pe^retSie, non-mob ilijjatiA conditions. Where 
this guideline, cons JECm^A s on our indujgtaigp. capacity, or 
constraints on non-fiscal resources (ranging from availability of 
trained manpower to the availability of special nuclear 
materials) impact upon achieving desired force levels, this fact 
should be explicitly indicated, with a clear identification of 
the governing constraint. (C) 

In Soviet acceptance of the proposals made in Reykjavik 
which would open the possibility of the projected alternative 
future in question, the a|>viet Union would ^.so agree to 
monitoring as necessaryp^> permit ef feet ij^^erificat ion of their 
compliance. (U) 
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as necessary, at any 
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Initial proqresg y^ajrt . In develftinM this plan, an 
initial progress rep3^^^Wou Id be submiwUWot later than 
December 1, 1986, which addresses the following: 

initial recommendations, if any, with respect to 
national policy guidance and strategy for the employment of 
nuclear and non-nuclear forces that should be considered in the 
development of such an plan; 


an explanation^ 
evaluating risk and 
development of the 
military expertise 
role accomplishing 

a desc 1 

that will be made" 
period in question, 
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characteristics of 
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a method for appropriately folding *into this planning 
process the contribution jbf highly corapartmijnted programs while 
maintaining their aecuritjj^; and -j*j? 


— an estiaat#,] submitted foir %y 


which this plan will 
Issues to be ad 


completed plan shoul 



ailable fof^i 


d in the full 


ess at a mm 



al, of the date upon 
1 review. (TS) 

The final 


-- recommendatJjgg®>n the appropr^g^phasing of the 
elimination of US ballistic missiles by in the context of 

the US proposal, and those steps which we could take to ensure 
that the phasing of the elimination of Soviet ballistic missiles 
is accomplished in an appropriate manner (and preferably in a 
manner advantageous to US and Allied security) ; 

recommendations on specific changes in strategic nuclear 
force employment strategy and related force structure made 
necessary by the eliminaj£.on of both US and^poviet offensive 
ballistic missiles; 


recommenda 
advanced strategi 
treaty complian 
the ABM Treaty 
potential timing 

recommendat 
advanced strategic d 
attack that may be r 
implications of such 
traditional technolo 



n the role a 
s against 
96 and 
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e of deployments of 
missiles (both 
rrently permitted by 
ed, and the 
ployments; 

e of deployments of 
d cruise missile 
1 timing and 
both the use of 
ntribution that 


could be made to a more cost-effective solution by advanced, 
compartmented systems and spin-offs from the SDI program) ; 

recommendations on the role of advanced technologies 
(e.g., low observables) in countering existing and improved 
Soviet defenses against bomber and cruise missile attack both to 
ensure the effectiveness of US retaliatory forces and to offset 
the potential Soviet advjitage in existing investments in air 
defense; 


recommend 
capabilities that 
capability, etc 


recommen 
strategy for the emp 
development of non-s 
forces; 
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recommendati 


.ofsln 


* 3 

additional gpnerikl purpose 

3 « i - V 2 . 


yr k * auuiuiuuai v^eucih 1 

capabilities that nu*y be Seeded (e.g. ^^ncr^sed ASW capability); 

recommendations On additi«f*Sfel Aprdyements in any area 
needed to ensure th^^th^ef fectiverii(pf^»f qjbr strategic 
deterrent relative tayNAt© and our ovirraH.1 Alitary capability to 
meet NATO and other alliance commitment* ar« maintained; 

recoiranendatflns fin how we can Astlse technological 
advantage to implemeij^cjpetitive straj^g^jj in support of this 

recommendations on how other existing arms control 
proposals, including in the conventional area, could be made more 
supportive of national security as a consequence of the 
elimination of ballistic missiles; 

recommendations concerning how we can best address the 
US commitment to pursue in START limitations on SLCMs with the 
Soviet Union in the contact of this plan; a 


recommendati 
including: measures m 


danger of other fqjp 
attack Ito inclugj^c 
ballistic missir§ «^j | 
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which further enhanc 
approaches in the co 
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ontrol proposals, 
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scheduling the 
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and additional 


Treatment of RisB . Bn formulating Bhe alternatives and 
making the assessment^^yBpciated with l^^^Blan, the objective 
of the baseline plan snofffa be to hold levels of risk 

generally constant. It is unlikely that the risk could be kept 
genuinely constant in the projected environment which will be 
continually changing over the ten-year period. On the other 
hand, every effort should be made to avoid even short periods of 
greatly increased risk and to remain within a band of acceptable 
risk using today's levels as the departure point. (U) 
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considered and presented.' However, the*# should be presented as 


excursions to the bttelin# plan. 


* 


<V 


Associated Taskinqs . . _ 

of effective verification j is essenti 


.It foes without s 


arms control agreements t$at are assuitfe 
above tasking. Therefore* the Director 
Disarmament Agency and tbf Director of 
the participation ancfcjdratwing upon the 
appropriate agencies r^shajild prepare a 
recommends a preferre^J29Bh > and altern 
appropriate, for achieving the effective verification of the 
assumed arms control agreements. (U) 



ing that the assurance 
oux entering into the 
as the backdrop for the 
e Arms Control and 
1 Intelligence, with 
ance of other 
ting plan which 
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Additionally, the Director of Central Intelligence should 
provide : 


an assessment of the Soviet Union's intentions and 
capability, both military and economic, to satisfy its own 
national strategy and strategic force obj 


an assessmenl 

capabilities of othey'coul 
obtain, ballistic ji^silej 

an asse 

to monitor Soviet 
support the evolving 
associated with that 



he intentions 
ries which 
and 


iy 


he inte 
e in such 
ted US milit 
. (S) 



es; 

(^potential 

have, or could 


sources needed both 
tejnative future and to 
requirements 


Implementation . The «>je«tive is the opflimaA executable plan, 
with alternative pathM^^fce appropriate^^fch would permit me 
to move quickly to ex^^fl^ any Soviet wi^^^^iess to join us in 
the proposal involving the elimination of offensive ballistic 
missiles within ten years which I made in Reykjavik. This should 
be completed on a priority basis. (U) 

Access to this NSDD and to the resulting products should be 
limited only to those with a clear need to know about and assist 
in the development of each individual product. (U) 
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